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MIDDLE EAST PEACE: GROUND TRUTHS,
CHALLENGES AHEAD

THURSDAY, MARCH 4, 2010

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room
SD-419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John F. Kerry
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Kerry, Dodd, Feingold, Casey, Shaheen, Kauf-
man, Lugar, and Risch.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. KERRY,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MASSACHUSETTS

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning. The hearing will officially come to
order, though you have all unofficially already come to order. We
welcome you here today. Thanks so much.

We have a terrific panel, and we’re very grateful to have you,
and to be able to take a moment to reflect on one of the longest
and most complex and sometimes frustrating challenges that we
have, all of us, faced over the years. Today, we will take a moment
to talk about where we are in the effort to revive the Middle East
peace process.

Yesterday, as I think most know—certainly all those who follow
these matters—in Cairo, the Arab League endorsed Palestinian
President Mahmoud Abbas’s entry into United States-mediated in-
direct talks with Israel. With negotiations likely to resume soon,
we're really reaching a critical juncture. And after meetings, just
this past weekend, that I engaged in with Israeli and Palestinian
leaders, in Jordan and in the West Bank, and in Israel, I person-
ally am confident that this really is a moment of opportunity.

Of course, we're all well aware that we’ve had those moments be-
fore. I remember standing on the White House lawn when the
great handshake took place, and we had a sense of great optimism,
and the President visited Gaza at the airport opening, and so forth.
We've been down this road, and we’re all well aware of the
obstacles.

There is a profound trust deficit between Israelis and Palestin-
ians, deep divisions between Palestinian factions in Gaza and the
West Bank, perhaps even to some degree, with some leadership
ensconced in Damascus, an Israel coalition government that ini-
tially retreated from prior peace initiatives, and a profound frustra-
tion in the region with the lack of progress since the President’s
Cairo speech raised expectations and new hopes.
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While some are deeply skeptical, I do continue to believe that, to
a greater extent than many realize, the conditions are in place for
significant progress, but only if all sides can summon the leader-
ship, the commitment, and the courage necessary to make lasting
peace possible.

One thing on which I might just comment. I spoke at the Doha
Conference on Islam and the West a few weeks ago. And in con-
versations that I had with different people, including the Emir of
Qatar and the Prime Minister/Foreign Minister—same person—in-
creasingly, from the people that I talked to, there is a growing real-
ization and awareness of the few tracks that really can work.
There’s a unanimity out there, if you will, among many different
parties, who don’t often talk to each other, and, for political rea-
sons, can’t get together, but all of whom kind of have a good sense
of the end game. And the bigger question is not, What’s it look
like? It’s more, How do you get there? And these various restraints
stand in the way of it.

The fact is, most Israelis and Palestinians still recognize that a
two-state solution remains the only workable solution and the only
just solution. The demographics in Israel simply demand a two-
state solution if Israel is to remain a Jewish democracy.

Israelis are troubled by what they see as growing efforts to
delegitimize Israel around the world. And, while many Israelis are
understandably gravely concerned about the existential threat
posed by Iran, and the danger of a rearmed Hezbollah and Hamas,
nothing will do more to undermine extremists and rejectionists
than progress—real progress—toward peace with the Palestinians.
I have heard—in Pakistan, in Afghanistan, in Sudan, in other
parts of the world—the constant drumbeat of the way the Palestin-
ians are treated, and of Israel-Palestine relations. It is a recruit-
ment tool. It is an albatross around all necks, in so many ways,
and it needs to be resolved.

In President Abbas and Prime Minister Fayyad, I am convinced
we have genuine partners for peace. And the Israelis seem to recog-
nize this, as well, now. They’ve made unprecedented strides in the
West Bank toward building a future Palestinian state, from the
ground up, by increasing security capacity, fighting corruption,
building institutions that can govern effectively. And if you talk to
General Dayton or others, there’s clear proof that, at times of great
stress—i.e., during Gaza and the war—the West Bank stayed quiet.
And large credit is given to the development of the security forces
in that having happened.

But, we have to show progress now, in the peace process, to cap-
italize on Hamas’s weakness at this particular moment and to
build greater credibility with the Palestinian people. Ultimately, we
all know it is the Israelis and the Palestinians who must reach
agreement, but America has a vital role to play as an energetic and
effective broker, ensuring that both sides make good-faith proposals
that bring the parties closer to peace. And at the right moment, we
will have a role to play in bridging any gaps between the respective
positions.

Personally, I suspect that progress will likely come, first, on the
combination of borders and security. And the reason is that they're
closely integrated. Israelis cannot and will not accept a repeat of
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what happened when they withdrew from Lebanon and Gaza, and
nor should they be expected to. And it is entirely anticipatable and
expected and appropriate that the Prime Minister of Israel should
have a concern about security, and needs that concern met.

By the same token, as you resolve the issue of borders and you
begin to build the security structure, you begin to give confidence
on both sides about those issues. Focusing on borders and security
initially, in my judgment, resolves the issue of West Bank settle-
ments and lays the groundwork for reaching agreement on the
other issues.

While a final agreement may seem far off, remember, it was not
so long ago that Israelis and Palestinians came closer than ever to
comprehensive peace at Taba. And the Clinton Parameters in-
cluded tough sacrifices, on both sides, as part of a compromise that
was fair to all. A contiguous Palestinian state based on 1967 bor-
ders, with land swaps, security guarantees for Israel, a capital for
both states in Jerusalem, significant compensation for refugees,
with a right of return to Palestine, and any resettlement in Israel
subject to negotiation—that was the framework. And they came
this close. I remember having a luncheon, in Ramallah with Chair-
man Arafat, at which he said to me, very directly and boldly, that
he regretted that he hadn’t taken advantage of Taba.

In 2002, the Arab Peace Initiative, endorsed by every Arab coun-
try, provided another key piece of the final puzzle: the promise for
Israel that a comprehensive peace agreement would bring normal-
ized relations with the Arab world, a regional shift more plausible
at a moment when Israelis and Arab governments share profound
concerns about Iran. And you need to focus on that. There’s sea
change in the discussions when you go over there. The first words
out of the mouths of most of the leaders I met with in the region,
and have over the last years, is not Israel; it’s Iran.

I still believe the Clinton Parameters and the Arab Peace Initia-
tive provide the only realistic basis—basis, I emphasize—with
changes to reflect where we are today—but the basis for lasting
peace and security. And I am confident that, deep down, most of
the Israeli and Palestinian people understand that, as well.

America’s role is vital, but we must all be partners in this effort.
Prime Minister Fayyad has laid out a detailed plan for strength-
ening Palestinian institutions. And that effort, frankly, needs much
greater support from the Arab world and from the West. I will
never forget, being in Ramallah, the day he was elected—and I was
the first person to meet with him—in 2005—and he looked at me
and said, “Senator, I know exactly what you expect of me,” mean-
ing the United States, “We need to disarm Hamas. Now, you tell
me how I'm supposed to do that. I have no radios, no police, no
cars, no capacity. Hamas can deliver services, on any given day,
more easily than we can.” And we were just absent for the next 4%
years, literally.

So, we all must encourage Palestinians in this peace effort, and
that’s why the Arab League decision was really so significant. And
I congratulate the administration, and those involved, in their
efforts to help to bring about the kind of cohesion that was exhib-
ited in that. I was particularly pleased to hear the Syrian Foreign
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Minister, Walid Mouallem, praise President Abbas’s decision to
enter proximity talks.

Finally, even as we move ahead with negotiations and building
capacity in the West Bank, we must address the dire conditions in
Gaza. One year ago, I personally saw, firsthand, the devastation
there. And it’s a great disappointment that so little has been re-
built since then. In Southern Israel, I also saw the toll that Hamas
rockets had inflicted in a barrage that no country should or could
endure interminably. I recognize the importance of Gilad Shalit to
the Israeli people. But, our grievance, and theirs, is not with the
people of Gaza. And based on my recent visit and discussions with
all the parties, I believe there is a way to work with international
organizations to get more construction material into Gaza in a way
that empowers the Palestinian Authority, and not Hamas. And
that will help the peace process significantly, in my judgment.

We have a terrific panel today to bring a range of perspectives.
Daniel Kurtzer is the former United States Ambassador to Israel
and Egypt; Rob Malley directs the Middle East North Africa Pro-
gram at the International Crisis Group; Ziad Asali is president of
the American Task Force on Palestine; and David Makovsky is
director of the Project on the Middle East Peace Process in Wash-
ington Institute of Near East Policy. So, we look forward to a frank
and insightful conversation.

And I will have to step out for a couple of phone calls during
this, and I ask your indulgence for that during the process.

And we also ask, if you could, to limit your prepared comments.
We'll put your full testimony in the record as if read in full, but
if you could summarize it in 5 minutes, then members would have
a little more opportunity to be able to have a dialogue.

Thank you very much.

Senator Lugar.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD G. LUGAR,
U.S. SENATOR FROM INDIANA

Senator LUGAR. Thank you very much, Chairman Kerry, for con-
vening this hearing, and I join you in welcoming our distinguished
witnesses.

The United States continues to support a negotiated Israeli-
Palestinian peace agreement that would address Israel’s security
concerns and satisfy Palestinian aspirations for statehood, while re-
solving the full range of final status issues. I have welcomed the
administration’s efforts toward this end.

On his second day in office, President Obama appointed our
former colleague, Senator George Mitchell, as Special Envoy for
Middle East Peace. I was pleased that Senator Mitchell was able
to meet with members of the committee a few weeks ago to share
his perspectives.

The task before Senator Mitchell is daunting. Peace talks were
suspended in the aftermath of the fighting in Gaza, and the parties
have been at an impasse over the demand for a settlement freeze.
Rhetoric on both sides remains incendiary. Whether through prox-
imity talks, or some other mechanism, we are searching for a way
to move forward. The question is, What can be done to build con-
fidence and increase the likelihood of success?
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New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman suggested in an
editorial last November that the United States approach to the
Middle East peace process had reached a point of inertia that is
contributing to bad behavior by the parties. He proposed a dra-
matic shift in strategy, saying that the United States should end
our participation in the peace process, publicly informing the par-
ties that we will come back when they get serious. Friedman
argues that by continuing active United States mediation efforts
regardless of the behavior of both sides, “We relieve all the political
pain from Arab and Israel decisionmakers by creating the impres-
sion in the minds of their publics that something serious is hap-
pening.” This allows Israeli and Palestinian leaders to associate
themselves with the peace process without making any political
sacrifices or tempering their ideological agendas.

I would not want to take the ball out of Senator Mitchell’s hands
at this time, but I share Tom Friedman’s frustrations and believe
we should be thinking beyond conventional mediation strategies.
I'd be interested to hear our witnesses’ views on the likely impact
of the move suggested by Tom Friedman.

Meanwhile, Palestinian Authority Prime Minister Salaam
Fayyad has been working quietly to build governing institutions for
the day when a Palestinian state is established. General Dayton,
the U.S. security coordinator, and his international team have been
helping to build the capacity of Palestinian security forces and the
Interior Ministry. Substantial progress has been made, and the
program merits continued support. Other ministries are making
headway and becoming more accountable and transparent. But
there is a limit to how much progress can be made absent results
on the diplomatic front.

The administration has not limited its ambitions to the “Pales-
tinian track.” It has articulated a vision for a comprehensive Mid-
dle East peace. I would appreciate hearing from our witnesses
today about how we can best capitalize on regional dynamics to ad-
vance this goal. To what extent has the common threat of a nuclear
Iran influenced calculations on the part of key regional actors?

The administration has made overtures to Syria in recent weeks,
including a visit to Damascus by Under Secretary William Burns
and the nomination of a U.S. Ambassador to Syria, following a long
hiatus. Nevertheless, the joint press conference last week by the
Presidents of Iran and Syria produced provocative anti-American
statements. What are the prospects, in the coming few years, for
a meaningful advancement of United States-Syrian dialogue or of
Israeli-Syrian peace talks?

I look forward to hearing the assessments of our witnesses re-
garding the situation on the ground in the Middle East and their
prescriptions for making progress toward the goal of comprehensive
peace.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Lugar.

Mr. Ambassador, if you would begin first, and then we’ll run
down the table. We appreciate it. Thank you very much.
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STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL KURTZER, LECTURER AND S.
DANIEL ABRAHAM PROFESSOR IN MIDDLE EASTERN POLICY
STUDIES, PRINCETON UNIVERSITY, FORMER U.S. AMBAS-
SADOR TO ISRAEL AND EGYPT, WASHINGTON, DC

Ambassador KURTZER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and distin-
guished members of the committee.

I want to thank you, first of all, for the invitation to appear here
today and to use this opportunity also to thank you for the support
that you gave me during the years that I served as our Ambas-
sador in Egypt and Israel. It was really quite remarkable that we
were able to actually accomplish something during those years,
with the cooperation of the Senate, and what we did in the field.

Mr. Chairman, in some respects I could end my statement now
by simply saying that I agree with everything that you and Senator
Lugar said in introducing this subject. But, you asked us to ad-
dress the question of ground truths and the challenges ahead, and
I want to dig a little deeper, perhaps, in looking at both sides of
those questions.

First of all, I think it’s quite imperative to remind all of us that
the pursuit of peace in the Middle East is not a favor that we do
for the parties in the region, but is an imperative of our national
interests. We benefit immediately from the process of peacemaking,
and, of course, we would benefit from the success of peacemaking.
And this also touches on Senator Lugar’s point, which is, to the ex-
tent that we are seen as conducting a strong policy in pursuit of
peace in the Middle East, it helps us build alliances and conduct
our diplomacy much more strongly, with respect to the threats we
face in the region, including Iran.

With respect to ground truths, there’s no question that the situa-
tion on the ground today is challenging, and, as was indicated in
the opening statements, this results from ongoing settlement activ-
ity, ongoing infrastructure of terrorism that exists, and incitement.
There is a rightwing coalition in Israel which presents its own
problems, with respect to developing its policies in favor of peace,
and Palestinian governance is divided very badly, both politically
and geographically.

But, frankly, this is no more challenging an environment than
we have faced in the past. Resolute, bold, creative, determined, per-
sistent American diplomacy has succeeded in dealing with similar
challenges in the past. The Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty and the
Madrid Peace Conference were not achieved in perfect environ-
ments for peacemaking, but required the kind of leadership that
our leaders are capable of, and the kind of strong diplomacy of
which we are capable, to try to translate potential opportunities
into successes.

In this respect, the ground truth is actually not as bad as some
analysts would try to convince us. Violence is down. The Israeli se-
curity agency, the Shabak, indicated that 2009 was one of the best
years in recent memory, with respect to violence conducted by Pal-
estinians against Israel. The West Bank economy is in good shape,
and it’s growing. Public opinion polls, on both sides, indicate con-
sistent support for peace and consistent support for a two-state
solution. So, it’s not just that determined leadership can overcome
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challenges; it’s also that the situation on the ground is potentially
conducive to exploiting opportunities for peacemaking.

What’s needed, then, is a U.S. policy and a U.S. strategy. I must
say, as much as I hope for the success of what the administration
is doing these days, I have been disappointed this past year with
the lack of boldness and the lack of creativity and the lack of
strength in our diplomacy with respect to this peace process. We
have not articulated a policy, and we don’t have a strategy. We
pursued a settlements freeze, and then we backed away from a set-
tlements freeze. We pursued confidence-building measures on the
part of some Arabs, and we backed away from confidence-building
measures. And in neither case were these initiatives seen within a
context of a larger strategy of peacemaking.

I would suggest, therefore, that we also reexamine this question
of proximity talks. As much as I hope for their success, the very
fact that we are conducting proximity talks these days, or thinking
about conducting proximity talks, is a throwback to what we did
20 years ago. Palestinians and Israelis have negotiated, face to
face, in direct talks for 20 years. And it’s not understandable why
we would now have them sit in separate rooms and move between
them. If we had strong terms of reference, perhaps we would need
to conduct proximity talks, but there is, so far, no suggestion that
the terms of reference for these proximity talks are strong enough
to warrant the absence of face-to-face negotiations.

Therefore, let me spend 2 minutes on what I think needs to be
done, the challenges ahead.

First of all, I think it’s time, after 43 years from the 1967 war,
that the United States articulated our own views on the way this
conflict should end. I'm not suggesting a U.S. plan, and I certainly
am not suggesting that we try to impose a settlement. A settlement
must emerge from negotiations between the two sides. But, we
have views about how this conflict should end. We have views
about territory, about Jerusalem, about settlements, about refu-
gees, about security, about cooperation between the two sides with
respect to economic and other matters. And it is really quite sur-
prising that we are hesitant to express our views and let the sides
}‘n the Middle East understand where the United States is coming
rom.

As we do so, we also need a strategy, which I would suggest
needs to be multipronged; not simply getting to negotiations, but,
rather, getting to negotiations on the basis of strong U.S. param-
eters so that the parties don’t start from scratch, but, rather, pick
up from where they left off. They accomplished a great deal, as
Senator Kerry suggested, at Taba. They also accomplished a great
deal between President Abbas and Prime Minister Olmert in 2008,
and we should try to capture that progress in establishing param-
eters within which the parties should negotiate.

If they choose to start with a negotiation on borders, which I sup-
port, then we need to articulate the principles, so that the parties
don’t wander into areas that are not going to be productive. We
should also build regional and international support structures, in-
cluding better use of the Arab Peace Initiative. We should revive
the multilateral negotiations, so as to bring, again, the strength of
Arab support for peacemaking. We should continue to advocate for
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a settlements freeze and for action by the Palestinian authority
against incitement and against terrorist infrastructure. In other
words, between having a vision and having a strategy, the United
States will be back in the diplomatic game, something where we
have been absent for too many years.

Finally, I would suggest there are two contextual issues which
need to be addressed. One question has been raised as to whether
or not we should open up a dialogue with Hamas at this time. I
think we should not. I have seen no indication on the part of
Hamas that it’s changed its policies or its practices, and therefore,
it does not meet any of the conditions that are proper for the
United States to engage in dialogue.

And second, I think the humanitarian situation in Gaza, as Sen-
ator Kerry and Senator Lugar suggested, needs to be addressed im-
mediately. There is no excuse for having 1%2 million people suffer
as a result of a failure of peacemaking, and we can find ways for
the international community to deliver assistance in a manner that
protects both Israeli and Egyptian security.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ambassador Kurtzer follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL KURTZER, LECTURER AND S. DANIEL ABRA-
HAM PROFESSOR IN MIDDLE EASTERN PoLICY STUDIES, PRINCETON UNIVERSITY,
ForMER U.S. AMBASSADOR TO ISRAEL AND EGYPT, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the committee, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to testify today about United States policy in the Arab-Israeli peace process.
Let me take this opportunity to thank you for the support you gave me during my
time as the United States Ambassador to Egypt and Israel. It was a real pleasure
to work with you and the committee.

I have devoted almost 40 years to the study and practice of American diplomacy
in the Middle East. From this experience, I believe the pursuit of peace between
Arabs and Israelis is as important to our country’s interests as it is for the parties
themselves. I believe peace will enhance Israel’s security and well-being. And I be-
lieve peace will help the United States build stronger relations with our Arab
friends in the region.

You have asked this panel to examine ground truths and challenges ahead, and
I will address both issues with candor.

GROUND TRUTHS

The environment for peacemaking in the Middle East has almost never been
ideal, and it is not ideal today. But, the challenge of leadership is not to await the
perfect circumstances, but to build on the imperfect. Opportunities rarely present
themselves; they almost always have to be created. The situation on the ground is
hardly ideal, but it certainly i1s not as bad and the challenges to reviving the peace
process are not as daunting as some analysts and pundits would want us to believe.

Today, the Palestinians are divided geographically and politically. Hamas governs
Gaza. Palestinian public discourse, including public education, about Israel and
Jews is still infused with anti-Semitism, and the infrastructure of terrorism has not
been dismantled. In Israel, a right-wing coalition governs, perceived by the Palestin-
ians and others as more interested in enhancing Israel’s grip on the West Bank
than negotiating a peace settlement based on Resolution 242. Settlement activity
continues, despite the highly conditioned and temporary moratorium on new hous-
ing starts. Some Israeli actions in East Jerusalem are provoking Palestinian pro-
tests that threaten to upset a relatively calm situation. So, this is not a perfect envi-
ronment for peacemaking.

But it is no more challenging an environment than U.S. diplomacy has had to
cope with and operate in the past. Creative, active, sustained, bold and determined
American diplomacy helped bring Menahem Begin and Anwar Sadat to agreement
at Camp David in 1978 and to a peace treaty in 1979. Equally resolute U.S. diplo-
macy helped bring Yitzhak Shamir and the Syrians, Palestinians, Jordanians, Leba-
nese, and most of the Arab world to the Madrid Conference in 1991—launching bi-
lateral and multilateral peace negotiations. Indeed, U.S. diplomacy has operated at
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times within far more complicated and challenging environments than the current
situation and has transformed the imperative of peace into progress toward the
achievement of peace.

Today, the ground truth in the Palestinian-Israeli arena actually has some impor-
tant positive elements. Violence is down. According to the Israel Security Agency
(www.shabak.gov.il/English/EnTerrorData/Reviews/Pages/terrorreport09.aspx), 2009
saw “a significant decline in the amount of attacks coming from the Palestinian Ter-
ritories as opposed to previous years.” There were no suicide attacks in 2009. Per-
haps most importantly, the Shabak attributes the main reason for the decline in ter-
rorism to “continuous CT (counterterrorism) activity conducted by Israel and the
Palestinian security apparatuses”—i.e., those security forces trained by General
Keith Dayton.

President Mahmoud Abbas and Prime Minister Salam Fayyad are making serious
efforts to build the institutional infrastructure necessary for statehood. Fayyad an-
nounced an expedited program of state-building, something that we and the inter-
national community have long advocated. The West Bank economy is in good shape
and growing. I saw this firsthand recently in Ramallah.

Public opinion polls in Israel and Palestine still favor a peaceful solution. Accord-
ing to the “War and Peace Index” compiled at Tel Aviv University, as of last Octo-
ber, “about three-fourths of the Israeli Jewish public currently supports holding
negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians—the highest level of support reg-
istered in recent years.” And, according to noted Palestinian pollster Khalil Shikaki,
“a majority of Palestinians (65—70 percent) support a two-state solution. Similarly,
a majority (75-80 percent) supports efforts to negotiate a permanent agreement, a
package deal, one that ends the conflict and all claims.” The idea of a one-state solu-
tion does not enjoy significant support among Palestinians or Israelis; and proposals
for doing nothing—often couched in language of “managing” the conflict—will ac-
complish nothing except to allow the situation on the ground to deteriorate further.

Key leaders have spoken out in favor of the two-state solution. Prime Minister
Netanyahu said last June 14, in a major policy speech: “In my vision of peace, in
this small land of ours, two peoples live freely, side by side, in amity and mutual
respect. Each will have its own flag, its own national anthem, its own government.
Neither will threaten the security or survival of the other.” On February 2 in
Herzliya, Prime Minister Fayyad said the Palestinians want to “live in freedom and
dignity in a country of our own, yes indeed alongside the State of Israel, in peace,
harmony and security.”

For Israel, in particular, the choices have never been starker. Defense Minister
Ehud Barak made this clear when he told the Herzliya Conference on February 2:
“As long as in this territory west of the Jordan River there is only one political
entity called Israel, it is going to be either non-Jewish or nondemocratic. If this bloc
of millions of Palestinians cannot vote, that will be an apartheid state.”

The situation on the ground is not static. If it does not get better, it will get
worse. Absent a dynamic peace process, violence could erupt yet again in the terri-
tories. The triggers for such violence are present in the territories, and will become
more evident if the two peoples lose hope in the peace making process.

So, the current ground truth in the Middle East is neither a self-evident moment
of opportunity, nor what the naysayers and pessimists would have us believe. It is
a moment in which deterioration will surely accompany diplomatic stagnation, but
also a moment in which strong and determined leadership can move the peace proc-
ess forward. There is also substantial reason to believe that a most important ele-
ment of success will be the role exercised by the United States. Let me then turn
to the challenges ahead and the role of the United States.

CHALLENGES AHEAD

I speak with great respect for President Obama and Senator George Mitchell, but
also great disappointment over what can most gently be described as meager results
of American diplomacy this past year. The President got it right, at the outset of
the administration, in declaring that resolution of the Arab-Israeli conflict is a U.S.
national interest, not a favor we do for the parties. He got it right when he said
that helping to resolve the conflict would be among his administration’s foreign pol-
icy priorities. And he got it right when he appointed Senator George Mitchell, a man
of great character and integrity and with a proven record in international peace ne-
gotiations, as special envoy for the peace process.

From that point on, however, the administration got everything wrong. In May,
Secretary of State Clinton articulated a strong, insistent position on the need for
an Israeli settlements freeze: the President, she said, “wants to see a stop to settle-
ments—not some settlements, not outposts, not natural growth exceptions. We think
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it is in the best interests of the effort that we are engaged in that settlement expan-
sion cease. That is our position. That is what we have communicated very clearly,
not only to the Israelis but to the Palestinians and others. And we intend to press
that point.” And yet, some months later, after prolonged discussions that resulted
in a suspension of some Israeli settlement activity in only some part of the West
Bank and for only a limited period of time, Secretary Clinton hailed this achieve-
ment as “unprecedented.” The fact is that settlement construction activity has not
stopped for even one day in the West Bank or East Jerusalem. And Israel has even
expanded economic benefits to out of the way settlements as a kind of “compensa-
tion” for the government’s decision not to make new housing starts in settlements
for 10 months. The U.S. diplomatic volte face was surprising enough in its own
right; however, it also left the Palestinians in a lurch. President Mahmoud Abbas
summed it up recently when he said that Palestinians could demand no less than
the United States on settlements, and thus the U.S. abandonment of a total settle-
ments freeze cut the legs out from under the Palestinians.

The administration also tried to elicit confidence building measures from the
Arabs, in particular to gain the agreement of Saudi Arabia for the overflight of
Israeli civilian aircraft. The President sought this gesture from the Saudis with ap-
parently no groundwork having been done in advance. The President traveled to
Saudi Arabia, asked for the confidence-building step and was turned down. I want
to make clear that I do not understand why, in 2010, the Saudis do not allow nor-
mal Israeli civilian air traffic over its territory. Boycotts and similar actions against
Israel are unacceptable. But how did this issue rise to the level of personal Presi-
dential attention? Why was there no preparatory work done to see how the Saudis
would react and to condition the Saudis to be more receptive? Why wasn’t this issue
packaged as part of a larger strategy, instead of being advanced as a stand-alone
measure?

It would have made far more sense, in my view, for the President to talk to the
Saudis about the Arab Peace Initiative, the Saudi-inspired plan that offers peace,
security, and recognition to Israel in return for Israel’s withdrawal from the terri-
tory occupied since 1967, the creation of a Palestinian state with Jerusalem as its
capital and an agreed resolution of the Palestinian refugee problem. This statement
of Arab policy—which need not be seen as the basis for negotiations and does not
have to be formally endorsed by the United States or Israel—represents a major ad-
vance in Arab thinking. And yet almost nothing has been done, by either the Arabs
or us, to use it as a supportive element in the peace process. It seems to me the
President should have had a deep discussion with the Saudis about their policy and
ours, rather than ask for a single Saudi gesture.

The administration also hastily arranged a trilateral meeting in New York in
September with Netanyahu and Abbas, out of which nothing emerged and which
sent Abbas home empty-handed. Since then, the administration has been trying to
arrange proximity talks based on general terms of reference. The very idea of prox-
imity talks is odd and disappointing. After 20 years of direct, face-to-face Israeli-
Palestinian negotiations, is this the best the United States can do? Equally, the ab-
sence of detailed terms of reference is also problematic. After Prime Minister Olmert
and President Abbas have noted publicly that their talks in 2008 advanced peace
issues rather substantially, are general terms of reference the best the United
States can do? Indeed, from press reports, it appears that these terms of reference
are based on statements made by Secretary Clinton to the effect that the United
States would seek “an outcome which ends the conflict and reconciles” two com-
peting visions: “the Palestinian goal of an independent and viable state based on
the 1967 lines, with agreed swaps, and the Israeli goal of a Jewish state with secure
and recognized borders that reflect subsequent developments and meet Israeli secu-
rity requirements.” Also, as the Secretary has said, the United States believes “that
it is possible to realize the aspirations of both Israelis and Palestinians for Jeru-
saleril, and safeguard its status as a symbol of the three great religions for all
people.”

These are not terms of reference. These don’t reflect a U.S. vision of what needs
to be done. These don’t articulate a strategy for moving forward. They don’t send
a message to the parties that the United States is determined to try to make this
effort a success. Strong terms of reference can help shape the negotiating process.
They can define what needs to be done and can provide a specific set of guidelines
and a compass for arriving at the sought-after destination. Combined with a deter-
mined leadership role by the United States, strong terms of reference can make the
difference between negotiations that simply get started and negotiations that have
a chance to end with success.
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A POLICY AND A STRATEGY FOR THE UNITED STATES

To meet the challenges ahead, the United States must adopt a sound policy and
commit to sustained diplomacy. We have known for years that interim, incremental
or step-by-step approaches will no longer work. We know that confidence-building
measures, in a vacuum, do not work and instead inspire lack of confidence. We
know that building peace from the ground up, while important, cannot work in the
absence of serious negotiations within which this edifice of peace will fit.

There are, in my view, two critical ingredients for American policy—a clear vision
of how the peace process should end; i.e., a U.S. view on the core issues in the nego-
tiations; and a multipronged strategy for trying to achieve that vision. Even with
these, we cannot assure success, but we would have a policy and a strategy which
are sound, strong, and sustainable. I do not favor, and my views do not imply, a
U.S. “plan” that would be imposed on the parties. Rather, the process needs a U.S.
substantive set of ideas to get the parties focused on what we will support and what
we will not support.

First, the United States should articulate its own views on the shape and content
of a final peace settlement. Our policy will not be a surprise to anyone, and many
of our views will in fact reflect the positions of the parties themselves. These U.S.
positions would constitute the substantive core of strong terms of reference:

e A territorial outcome based on the 1967 lines that results in a 100-percent solu-
tion, that is, Israel would retain a limited number of settlements in the major
blocs (consistent with President Bush’s 2004 letter to Prime Minister Sharon)
and would swap territory of equal size and value to the Palestinians in a man-
ner that assures the territorial contiguity and viability of the State of Palestine.
Borders would be demarcated to reflect these minor territorial adjustments, in
a manner that would also optimize security and defensibility for Israel and
Palestine.

o All Israeli settlements and settlers will be evacuated from the area agreed as
constituting the State of Palestine. The Israeli army will be evacuated con-
sistent with the timetable and other provisions of the final agreement.

e In Jerusalem, outside the walls of the Old City, a division of the city along de-
mographic lines that will result in two capitals for the two states. The border
in Jerusalem, outside the Old City, should be demarcated to reflect sensitivity
to religious and security issues affecting both sides.

e In the Old City of Jerusalem, the two sides should agree to withhold claims of
sovereignty and develop a common approach to the management of the city that
protects the claims of the two parties and the interests of all stakeholders in
the city.

e Palestinian refugees will be permitted to exercise their “right of return” to the
new State of Palestine, consistent with the laws of that state. Israel will decide
on how many refugees will be permitted to move to Israel under family reunifi-
cation or humanitarian hardship considerations. The two parties will establish
a claims commission to reach agreement on compensation for refugees whose
status resulted from the conflict. The two sides should examine whether a spe-
cial commission should be established to study the historical grievances of the
two peoples. The international community should establish a fund to help the
parties deal with claims.

e In the negotiations, priority should be given to security concerns and measures
that address the needs of both sides. The parties should consider the range of
mechanisms available to assist this process, including international or multilat-
eral peacekeepers, observers and monitors; intelligence cooperation; liaison
mechanisms; and the like.

These positions and others to be decided by the administration would constitute
the vision of the United States regarding a final peace settlement. They would flesh
out the ideas first enunciated by President Bush in 2004 and repeated by President
Obama in 2009. They would represent a sound policy basis for our country.

Once having decided on this vision, the administration should develop a strategy
for trying to realize its vision of peace. This strategy will need to be multidimen-
sional, and our diplomats will need to “walk and chew gum” simultaneously. This
should also be incorporated into the operational part of the terms of reference.

1. The United States should lay out a substantive negotiations agenda, drawn
from the results of previous negotiations, that defines where the negotiations should
begin and channels the negotiations toward possible agreements. This would con-
stitute an action-focused negotiating framework that would launch negotiations
from where they left off and avoid having the parties start from scratch.
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a. The United States should consider starting negotiations on borders, since
an agreement on borders would frame and resolve many other issues.

b. If the United States decides on a borders-first approach, it should lay out
the following principles to underpin the negotiations:

i. A borders/territory agreement should reflect the equivalent of 100 per-
cent of the territory occupied in 1967,

ii. There should be territorial swaps of equal size and quality based on
a 1:1 ratio;

iii. There should be equitable sharing/allocation of shared resources
(water, minerals, etc.);

iv. The negotiations on territory should focus on a narrow definition of
settlement blocs which hold the largest concentration of settlers;

v. The negotiations should avoid as much as possible impacting on Pales-
tinian daily life, should ensure territorial contiguity and the viability of Pal-
estinian state, and should not include population swaps;

vi. Borders-first negotiations will need to be complemented by simulta-
neous final status negotiations on Jerusalem.

2. Throughout the negotiations process, the United States would need to decide
?n a proactive, interventionist U.S. role in order to narrow gaps and bridge dif-
erences.

3. The United States and others should work cooperatively to build regional and
international support structures and “safety nets” for the process. In the region, the
Arabs should be encouraged to activate the Arab Peace Initiative, to transform it
from an outcome of successful negotiations into a living catalyst and support mecha-
nism during negotiations. Outside the region, the United States should work closely
with the many special envoys and international elements interested in supporting
negotiations, so as to minimize duplication of effort and maximize benefits to the
parties themselves.

4. The United States should revive and restructure multilateral discussions on
issues such as economic development, regional infrastructure, health, water, envi-
ronment, security and arms control, and the like. These discussions should be led
by strong chairs, involve primarily regional parties, and have action- and goal-
oriented agendas.

5. Palestinian state-building activities need to be encouraged and accelerated,
using Prime Minister Fayyad’s 2-year plan as basis. The United States and others
should increase resources directed to building up Palestinian security capacity, and
Israel should take steps to facilitate these efforts.

6. Firm U.S. diplomacy should seek a complete cessation of Israeli settlement ac-
tivity and sustained Palestinian action against terrorist infrastructure and incite-
ment. The administration and the Congress should reach understanding on a set of
calibrated consequences should one or both parties continue activities seen by the
United States as inconsistent with the peace process.

This vision and this strategy will put the administration’s policy on strong footing.
They are not a guarantee of success, and the diplomacy of getting the parties to the
negotiating table will be arduous. But we have the diplomatic experience and exper-
tise to make it work.

As we engage in the period ahead, several contextual issues will need to be ad-
dressed. Some analysts believe that the United States should engage Hamas now
and thereby help Palestinians achieve political reconciliation. I disagree. There is
no evidence that I have seen indicating any change in Hamas’ firm rejection of a
negotiated settlement of the dispute or willingness to reconcile with Israel. There
is no reason now to reward this radical behavior and ideology. To be sure, if an
agreement is reached between Israel and the PLO, there will need to be a method
for validating this outcome among Palestinians, for example, a referendum or a new
election. At that time, against the backdrop of a successful negotiation, Hamas will
have an opportunity to argue its views before the Palestinian public and before
world public opinion.

A second issue relates to United States-Israeli bilateral relations which have been
strained during the past year. The Obama administration, and the President him-
self, need to do a better job of talking to the Israeli people. We need to explain our
policies better, and we need to give Israelis a chance to see who our leaders are and
how they think. Israelis need to feel confident that Americans will stand by Israel
to assure its safety and well-being. At the same time, Israelis would be advised to
dismiss the curious idea that Obama is not a friend of Israel’s. He is, and he is a
supporter of the idea of peace. Better dialogue and communications should remove
this irritant from the atmosphere.

Third, there is no reason for humanitarian stress to persist in Gaza or for the peo-
ple of Gaza to suffer because of the misdeeds of Hamas. Both Israel and Egypt need
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to be encouraged to open Gaza’s borders to necessary humanitarian relief and to the
requirements of normal life, such as building materials and the like. Neither Israel
nor Egypt needs to sacrifice its security interests in this regard, but they must apply
those interests in a manner that don’t further exacerbate the humanitarian distress
of Gaza’s population.

Finally, there are two critical populations which have essentially been excluded
from the peace process but whose views are critical for the process’s success—name-
ly, Israeli settlers and Palestinian refugees. There is little that the administration
can do to persuade these constituencies of the long-term value of peace. But we can
support Track II and people to people activities that encourage refugees and settlers
to talk among themselves about these issues. Both of these communities need to
move from the unrealities that they cling to and begin thinking about pragmatic
outcomes that serve the best interests of their respective peoples.

ISRAEL AND SYRIA

Before concluding, let me share one thought with respect to the situation between
Israel and Syria. The ground truth on the Syria-Israel front is equally complex but
not a reason to avoid peacemaking. Syria continues to support terrorist groups, in-
cluding Hezbollah, and has joined with Iran in threatening Israel’s security and
well-being. The Syrian alliance with Iran—which Syria argues helps to serve impor-
tant Syrian interests—also poses challenges for the United States, for example with
respect to Syrian behavior in Iraq and Syrian activities in Lebanon. Syria is also
improving relations with Turkey at a time when Israeli-Turkish ties have become
more complicated.

However, there is no substitute for peace in breaking out of this negative down-
ward spiral. At the Herzliya Conference several weeks ago, Defense Minister Barak
emphasized that the failure to demarcate Israel’s borders represents a bigger threat
to Israel than Iran, and Barak warned against complacency in this regard lest the
process of delegitimizing the State of Israel gain momentum.

The time to act, therefore, is now. The four issues that divide Israel and Syria—
borders, security, political relations and water—are not irresolvable. When the two
sides last negotiated, indirectly under Turkish auspices, it was believed that further
progress was made in narrowing differences.

To be sure, I am not entirely persuaded that either party really wants to conclude
negotiations, for the status quo, however fraught it is with the possibility of small
actions escalating into large confrontations may be easier for both sides to handle
than the ultimate concessions that would be necessary for peace. But this should
be tested through quiet but sustained diplomacy. If it becomes clear that either or
both are unwilling to proceed, then the United States can turn its attention else-
where. Until that point, the Syrian-Israeli issues ought to figure prominently in our
peace process strategy.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Very helpful, and obvi-

ously raises some questions. We’ll come back.
Dr. Malley.

STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT MALLEY, DIRECTOR OF MIDDLE
EAST/NORTH AFRICA PROGRAM, INTERNATIONAL CRISIS
GROUP, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. MALLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee. Thank you for inviting me.

In the 17 years since the peace process began in earnest at Oslo,
there have been better times, and, as Ambassador Kurtzer said,
there have been many worse times. I can’t recall a time that was
more complex, contradictory, and confusing. And the reason for
that, I think, is that, since the last time that we were engaged in
a genuine effort, a real diplomatic effort to achieve comprehensive
peace—in 2000, at the time of the Clinton Parameters and of
Taba—since that time, the ground beneath the peace process has
changed and been transformed in radical ways.

First of all, U.S. credibility, unfortunately, has decreased and
diminished. And anyone who travels in the region hears that every

day.
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Second, the entities, Palestinian and Israeli, have changed and
have fragmented since the time that we were last involved, in the
year 2000.

Faith in the peace process, on both sides—there may be support
for a two-state settlement, but belief in a two-state settlement, and
even interest in plans, is waning in both Israel and on the Pales-
tinian side.

And finally, on the regional—in the regional landscape, we're
seeing polarization, fragmentation between different camps, which
is making it much harder to achieve a consensus on how to move
forward.

Now, U.S. efforts—and I agree with everything, Mr. Chairman,
you said, and Senator Lugar, and Ambassador Kurtzer—U.S. ef-
forts need to be pursued. But, they have to adjust to these chang-
ing realities, and, so far, unfortunately, they haven’t fully done so.

Now, you've entitled the hearing, “Ground Truths and Chal-
lenges Ahead,” and I think that’s the absolutely befitting title, be-
cause what we need to do is take a sober look at what the ground
truths are today, what are these changes that have occurred over
the last decade, and see how we adapt to them to overcome the
challenges. And that’s what I'd like to do now, just mention four
areas in which I believe the situation has changed, and how we
need to adapt.

The first is waning U.S. credibility. We need to devise a policy
that takes that into account and tries to restore our credibility. I
think Ambassador Kurtzer just mentioned that what we need is a
strategy that has a clear vision of what we want to accomplish, a
realistic way of accomplishing it, and a strategy to deal with fail-
ure, in the event failure were to occur. That wasn’t the case, so far,
in the instance of the settlements policy, which serves as, sort of,
a counterexample of what we ought to be doing, but now, if we're
moving toward final status talks, then we need, at some point, as
a number have already suggested, to put ideas on the table, but do
it at a time when we actually think we could back them up, do it
with international support, and do it in a way that will resonate
both with the Israelis—Israeli and Palestinian publics.

Senator Lugar, you asked about Tom Friedman’s suggestion. My
answer would be that certainly I wouldn’t endorse it now, but if the
United States were to put on the table clear principles for final sta-
tus agreement—not an imposed solution, but just parameters—and
one or both parties were to say no, it might then be time to recon-
sider our approach and tell them—whichever party said no—that
they have to reconsider their own position.

Second, we need a policy that’s going to take into account the
changed political outlooks on both sides, what I call the dramatic
loss of faith in the two-state settlement. These are not—it’s not a
personal issue. When President Abbas says he doesn’t want to en-
gage in direct negotiations, we may lament it, but this is the cry
of the last true believer, on the Palestinian side, in negotiations.
He is not expressing a personal view. What he’s doing is, after long
years of being a true believer, expressing a much more deeply held
belief by the vast majority of Palestinians that talks at this point
would be for naught. He is the most moderate expression of that
deeply held and deeply entrenched collective disillusionment.
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Likewise, on the Israeli side, when Prime Minister Netanyahu
calls for Palestinian recognition of a Jewish state, or when he calls
for much more stringent security measures than had been in
place—than had been contemplated, even in Taba or Camp David,
these may be his personal thoughts, but they go well beyond. They
express deep disillusionment on the Israeli—on the part of the
Israeli public, and the need that the Israeli public have today to
believe that the Arabs truly recognize their right to exist as a Jew-
ish state, and for security measures that would deal with the kind
of unconventional threats that emerge in Gaza and South Lebanon.
So, let’s understand what we’re dealing with, that these are deeply
held popular views.

The third adaptation we need is to adapt to the growing frag-
mentation in both Israel and Palestine, and the fact that dynamic
groups have emerged that we are not really equipped to deal with.
And, in fact, the peace process today is doing the least, and matters
the least to those who can do the most to disrupt it. I'm talking
about settlers and the religious right in Israel, and I'm talking
about Islamists, the diaspora and refugees on the side of the Pal-
estinians. We need a process that reaches out to them and that
tries to address some of their concerns.

Ambassador Kurtzer mentioned the question of Hamas. I'm not
going to advocate engagement with Hamas; the time is not ripe.
I'm not even saying that the United States, at this point, should
openly promote Palestinian reconciliation. But, I would ask a sim-
ple question: Do we truly believe that a Palestinian national move-
ment, as divided, fragmented, and unwieldy as it is today, is in a
position to sign a historic agreement, to implement it, and to sell
it to its people? I believe not. And so, I think we need a policy that
at least does not object to efforts by Palestinians to come together.

Fourth, and last, we need a policy that reflects and adapts to the
changed regional landscape. Today, the Palestinians cannot make
peace on their own. It’s not clear whether they could have in the
year 2000. Today, they're too weak, they're too fragmented, and too
subject to foreign interference to do so.

That brings me directly to the question of Syria. If we want to
have peace between Israelis and Palestinians, I believe, today,
moving toward peace between Israelis and Syrians is not an obsta-
cle, it’s a precondition.

Bringing Syria in would do three things. First, it would provide
cover to the Palestinians, and they need it. Second, it would pro-
vide a real incentive to Israelis, who would know that if they reach
peace with Palestinians, Syrians, and Lebanese, they would get full
recognition and normalcy with all Arab States, which is the real in-
centive. Much more than a piece of paper they would sign with the
Palestinians. And third, if the Syrians were engaged and involved,
and if progress was made toward peace, other actors in the re-
gion—Hamas, Hezbollah, and perhaps even Iran—would have to
read the writing on the wall and adjust their own behavior.

So far, the engagement with the Syrians has produced mixed re-
sults, as both sides see it. Both sides are disappointed. But, we
shouldn’t have the unrealistic expectation that Syria would break
with Hamas, Hezbollah, or Iran, certainly not in a time of great
uncertainty. What we ought to be doing is having a genuine con-
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versation with the Syrians, a strategic conversation, on a blueprint
for future bilateral relations, and doing everything we can to re-
launch Israeli-Syrian talks.

Finally, one word about Gaza. And, Mr. Chairman, you were
there, and I think that was absolutely the right thing to do. And
I would hope that members of the administration would visit Gaza,
as well. It is a humanitarian and political catastrophe, both.

I don’t need to get into the details of the humanitarian situation,
which you saw firsthand. But, politically, it is completely self-
defeating. Yes, Hamas is being weakened in Gaza. We have people
who work with the international crisis group, there, and they testi-
fied to Hamas’s dwindling—dropping popularity. But, Hamas is not
going away. It controls Gaza. And the more the siege remains, the
more we're bringing up a generation of Palestinians who are going
to be tempted by more radical forms of behavior. The economy is
falling, in the hands of Hamas, because the private sector is being
dried up. And who knows, if the situation continues, whether
Hamas will be tempted with a new round of violence, which would
bring to naught all our efforts on a peace process. So, we need a
new policy toward Gaza, a more energetic policy that opens it up
to normal trade and traffic. It’s also in our interest. You were in
Doha, Mr. Chairman. You know how Gaza has become the lens
through which so many Arabs view United States policy.

My recommendations, obviously, entail a long haul, revising our
approach toward Israelis, Palestinians, and the region. There are
no shortcuts, but I also think we have no choice, because our credi-
bility and national interests are at stake.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Malley follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT MALLEY, MIDDLE EAST AND NORTH AFRICA
PROGRAM DIRECTOR, INTERNATIONAL CRISIS GROUP, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Chairman, first, let me express my appreciation to you for the invitation to
testify before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. In the 17 years since it was
first launched, the peace process has gone through times that were better and
through times that were worse, but none that were more complex, confusing, or con-
tradictory as today. That is because of late so much that had been relatively sta-
ble—in terms of the character of local actors, shape of the regional landscape and
assessment of the U.S. role—has undergone dramatic shifts. Only a handful of these
recent transformations need mention: the death of Yasser Arafat, father of Pales-
tinian nationalism, and incapacitation of Ariel Sharon, Israel’s last heroic leader;
Fatah’s crisis; Hamas’s electoral triumph and takeover in Gaza; the 2006 Lebanon
and 2008 Gaza wars, which shook Israel’s confidence and bolstered that of Islamist
militants; the failure of the Abbas-Olmert talks; U.S. regional setbacks in Iraq and
diplomatic disengagement elsewhere; Iran’s increased influence; and the growing
role of other regional players. This is not a mere change in scenery. It is a new
world. As the ground beneath the peace process has shifted, U.S. efforts have yet
to fully adjust.

This hearing is entitled “Ground Truths, Challenges Ahead,” and there could not
have been more fitting title. Only by taking a sober, honest look at where things
stand today might we have an opportunity to overcome the challenges and begin to
reshape the region in ways that serve our national interests.

Mr. Chairman, at the outset it is important to acknowledge several stark, uncom-
fortable realities.

Among Palestinians, the national movement, once embodied by Fatah and led by
Arafat, is in deep crisis, weakened, fragmented, and without a compass. Fatah is
divided, lacking a clear political program, prey to competing claims to privilege and
power. Rival sources of authority have multiplied. Mahmoud Abbas is President,
though his term has expired; he heads the PLO, though the organization’s authority
has long waned. Salam Fayyad, the effective and resourceful Prime Minister, cannot
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govern in Gaza and, in the West Bank, must govern over much of Fatah’s objection.
Hamas has grown into a national and regional phenomenon, and it now has Gaza
solidly in its hands. But the Islamist movement itself is at an impasse—besieged
in Gaza, suppressed in the West Bank, at odds with most Arab States, with little
prospect for Palestinian reconciliation and with internal divisions coming to the fore.
Meanwhile, diaspora Palestinians—once the avant-garde of the national move-
ment—are seeking to regain their place, frustrated at feeling marginalized, angered
by what they see as the West Bankers’ single-minded focus on their own fate.

Both symptom and cause of Palestinian frailty, foreign countries—Arab, Western,
and other—are wielding greater influence and in greater numbers. All of which
leaves room for doubt whether the Palestinian national movement, as it currently
stands, can confidently and effectively conduct negotiations for a final peace agree-
ment, sell a putative agreement to its people, and, if popularly endorsed, make it
stick. There is insufficient consensus over fateful issues, but also over where deci-
sions should be made, by whom and how.

To this must be added more recent travails: the Goldstone affair, which damaged
President Abbas’s personal credibility; the U.S. administration’s course correction on
a settlements freeze, which undercut Palestinian as well as Arab trust in America;
and steps as well as pronouncements by the Israeli Government, which depleted
what faith remained in Prime Minister Netanyahu.

The backdrop, of course, is 17 years of a peace process that has yielded scant re-
sults, not a few of them negative, and has eroded confidence in negotiations as a
means of achieving national goals. The Palestinian people, as much as its political
elite, sees no real alternative option, and so for now will persist on this path. The
acceptance of indirect talks, after some hesitation and after rejecting their direct
version, is the latest indication. But the acceptance is grudging rather than heart-
felt, and resigned rather than hopeful. They are hoping for guarantees now, a sense
that talks will not last forever even as facts on the ground change in their disfavor.

In far less pronounced fashion, Israel too has witnessed a fragmentation of its po-
litical landscape. Endemic government weakness and instability as well as deep-
ening social splits have combined with the rise of increasingly powerful settler and
religious constituencies. Together, these developments call into question the state’s
ability to achieve, let alone carry out, an agreement that would entail the uprooting
of tens of thousands of West Bank settlers.

Nor has disillusionment with the peace process been an exclusively Palestinian
affair. Israelis too are losing hope; fairly or not, they read Abbas’s rejection of
former Prime Minister Olmert’s offer as a sign that peace will remain elusive.
Instead, they focus on the violent aftermaths of their withdrawal from South Leb-
anon and from Gaza; on the rise of militant forces in Palestine and throughout the
region that reject their nation’s very existence; on those groups’ acquisition of ever
more deadly and far-reaching weapons. Although still confident in their military su-
periority, Israelis have begun to doubt. The Lebanon and, to a lesser degree, Gaza
wars were warning signs to a nation for whom the security establishment has from
the start been a pillar of strength even amid political turmoil. The threat to Israel,
real or perceived, from Iran, Hamas, and Hezbollah, supplants much else. Israelis
are looking for security guarantees that take into account these broader regional
shifts in any eventual agreement; they also are looking for signs of genuine accept-
ance of, rather than temporary acquiescence in, their existence.

Political fragmentation has hit the regional scene as well and the balance of
power has been one victim. So-called moderate Arab regimes on which the United
States long relied no longer can dictate or expect compliance from their counter-
parts. They too have suffered from the peace process dead-end, the Lebanon war
and the conflict over Gaza which exposed them to their people as impotent or,
worse, on the wrong side of history. Increasingly, they appear worn out and bereft
of a cause other than preventing their own decline and proving their own relevance.
Gradually, they are being upstaged or rivaled by other, more dynamic players,
states (such as Iran, Syria or, to a lesser degree, Qatar) or movements (most notably
Hamas and Hezbollah). They still can carry the day—witness the Arabs’ decision
to back proximity talks. But they do so with greater difficulty and so with greater
reservations, feeling the pressure of dissenters both domestic and regional.

The final change, and one that arguably must concern us most, is the United
States loss of credibility and influence. There are many reasons for this—setbacks
in Iraq; Iran’s rise; the failure of diplomacy in the 1990s and the disengagement
from diplomacy in the decade that followed; and the unavoidable disappointment of
unreasonably high Arab expectations coupled with the avoidable U.S. missteps that
followed President Obama’s election among others. The bottom line is that large
numbers in the region wonder what the United States stands for and seeks to
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achieve and that—an evolution far more worrisome—growing numbers have begun
not to care.

U.S. peace efforts toward a two-state solution have a chance to succeed only if
they take into account these profound alterations and adapt to them. They cannot
assume that our credibility, the outlook, or nature of the Israeli and Palestinian
polities, or regional dynamics in 2010 are even remotely similar to what they were
in 2000. In this sense, the fate of some of the administration’s early efforts should
serve as a warning sign.

1. Any approach must take account of reduced U.S. credibility and influence while
seeking ways to restore them. The first lesson, self-evident but too often honored in
the breach, is to define a clear and achievable goal, assess what actions are re-
quired—domestically, regionally, and internationally—to realize it and make sure
there is a strategy to cope with the fallout in the event one or both parties resist.
It means avoiding high stakes risks at a time when neither the United States nor
the region can afford another high-level failure. It means avoiding raising expecta-
tions and allowing actions to speak for themselves. And it means working closely
with others to increase our leverage.

One particular idea that receives regular attention is for the United States to
unveil a set of parameters that can serve as its terms of reference for negotiations—
e.g., a Palestinian state on the 1967 borders with one-to-one swaps; Jerusalem as
the capital of two states based on demographic realities; a third party security pres-
ence in the West Bank. I believe the time for such an initiative almost certainly
will come. It would not be a concession to either of the parties but rather the pru-
dential step of a mediator seeking to narrow negotiation positions within realistic
bounds; if such terms cannot be agreed upon, it is hard to see what purpose negotia-
tions might serve or how they could possibly succeed. Nor would it be dictating a
specific outcome so much as defining a zone of possible compromise, making clear
to leaders on both sides what the United States believes to be a reasonable outcome,
giving their publics something to debate and rally around, and suggesting the costs
of forfeiting this chance. But this should be done only at the right moment, in the
proper context. It should only be done with strong regional (especially Arab) and
international backing. And it should be done only if the United States is prepared
to deal with the prospect of either or both sides saying no.

2. Our strategy must be mindful of, without being captive to, both sides’ politics
and the mutual, collapsing faith in the old plans and formulas. Mahmoud Abbas’s
refusal to engage in direct talks under the auspices of a more sympathetic and
engaged administration was, seen from the United States, frustrating and puzzling
almost to the point of incomprehension. Much of it was